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Chapter 1.0  
Federal Agency Comments and Responses 
This section contains a copy of a comment letter from the Federal Government agency 
listed in Table 1-1.  Each comment in the comment letter was assigned a number, in 
sequential order (the letter had five comments). The numbers were then combined with 
an abbreviation for the Federal agency (example: FEMA-1).  

Responses to the comments follow the comment letter, and are also numbered, 
corresponding to the numbers assigned in the letter.  

Table 1-1. 
Comments Received from Federal Agencies on the Environmental 

Assessment/Initial Study 
Water Year 2010 Interim Flows  

Abbreviation Agency 
FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency 
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Responses to Comments from the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency 

FEMA-1, -2, -3, -4, and -5: Comments noted. There is no construction or development 
associated with the Proposed Action. The flows proposed under the Proposed Action 
would not change the magnitude of the 100-year flood and would not impact the water 
surface elevation of the 100-year flood. No revisions to the Draft Environmental 
Assessment/Initial Study (EA/IS) text were necessary in response to this comment; 
therefore, the EA/IS text was not modified.
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Chapter 2.0  
State Agency Comments and Responses 
This chapter contains copies of comment letters (and any attachments) from the State of 
California (State) agencies listed in Table 2-1.  Each comment in the comment letters was 
assigned a number, in sequential order (note that some letters may have more than one 
comment). The numbers were then combined with an abbreviation for the State agency 
(example: CVDCSP-1).  

Responses to the comments follow the comment letters, and are also numbered, 
corresponding to the numbers assigned in the comment letters. The comment letters and 
associated responses are sorted alphabetically by abbreviation and appear in the chapter 
in that order. 

Table 2-1 
Comments Received from State Agencies on Environmental Assessment/Initial 

Study Water Year 2010 Interim Flows  
Abbreviation Agency 

CVDCSP Central Valley District California State Parks 
(Central Valley District) 

CSPIR California State Parks (Information Request) 

CVFPB Central Valley Flood Protection Board 

DBW Department of Boating and Waterways 

SJRC San Joaquin River Conservancy 

SWRCB (A) State Water Resources Control Board 

SWRCB (B) State Water Resources Control Board 
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2.1 Central Valley District California State Parks  
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Responses to Comments from the Central Valley District California State 
Parks  

CVDCSP-1: Millerton Lake is operated as a single-year reservoir, with no annual 
carryover, and is fully exercised (i.e., filled to minimum storage) in virtually all years; 
this operational scenario would not change under the Proposed Action. While only 
minimal variation in the seasonal Millerton Lake water level fluctuation is expected 
under the Proposed Action, it is likely that the change in facilities operations would 
change water levels on specific dates. During spring flood operations, the reservoir is 
operated to specific storage targets and by late summer, the reservoir is typically drawn 
down as far as possible based on the elevation of diversion facilities (i.e., intakes for the 
Friant-Kern and Madera canals). Since these limits would not be affected by the Proposed 
Action, fluctuations in reservoir levels would remain within historical operational 
scenarios.  

During normal-dry and wet years, the range of water surface levels is similar under the 
Proposed Action and the No-Action Alternative. Under the Proposed Action, during 
normal-wet years, a potential benefit would be associated with the smaller range of 
fluctuation in water surface elevations (approximately 60 feet of variation) over the 
course of Water Year (WY) 2010 compared to the No-Action Alternative (approximately 
80 feet of variation). During wet years, the range of water surface levels would be greater 
under the Proposed Action (approximately 50 feet) compared to the No-Action 
Alternative (approximately 40 feet), but would be considered less than significant, 
because it is within the historical variation in surface water elevations at Millerton Lake. 

CVDCSP-2: No effects on bass population as a result of Interim Flows are anticipated 
(see Section 4.6 of the Draft Environmental Assessment/Initial Study ((EA/IS).  
Additionally, available information suggests that a substantial portion and possibly a 
majority of fishing on the San Joaquin River below Friant Dam is for cold-water fish 
(primarily planted trout) rather than the warm-water fish that are also present (Guzman 
pers. com). No substantial displacement is anticipated of warm-water fishery anglers 
from the river to Millerton Lake as a result of Interim Flows because there are minimal 
anticipated changes in water temperature and river stage elevation, and similar reservoir 
operations (see Section 4.6 of the Draft EA/IS).  Therefore, no changes were necessary in 
response to this comment and a fishery management plan for the Millerton Lake 
Reservoir is not needed because of implementing the Proposed Action. No revisions to 
the Draft EA/IS text were necessary in response to this comment; therefore, the EA/IS 
text was not modified. 

CVDCSP-3: As described in Section 4.6 of the Draft EA/IS, the fluctuations in Millerton 
Lake water surface elevations would change minimally under the Proposed Action. 
Impacts to archaeological sites because of this change in fluctuations would be slightly 
greater than under the No-Action Alternative and would be less than significant because 
they would be within the historical fluctuation of water surface elevations at Millerton 
Lake; therefore, best management practices are not found necessary. No revisions to the 
Draft EA/IS text were necessary in response to this comment; therefore, the EA/IS text 
was not modified. 
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CVDCSP-4: Please see response to comment CVDCSP-6 below, which also addresses 
this comment. 

CVDCSP-5: Monitoring for 2 years would allow new infestations of invasive plants 
establishing as a result of the Proposed Action to be documented. Treatment of these 
infestations could extend for 2 years following removal treatments. Thus, the total period 
of monitoring and management could extend to 2013, which is more than the 2-year-long 
period of monitoring and management described in the comment. Please also see the 
response to comment CVDCSP-6, which is applicable to this comment. 

CVDCSP-6: As described in Section 4.0 of the Draft EA/IS, the primary potential effect 
of the Proposed Action on the distribution and abundance of invasive species would 
result from removing a constraint to plant establishment for species that are dependent on 
high levels of water availability throughout the growing season. This effect could occur 
primarily along river and bypass channels that currently convey little or no water for 
much of the growing season, and also do not have shallow subsurface water available. 
(The Seepage Monitoring and Management Plan (Appendix D) describes measures to 
manage groundwater levels in areas near river and bypass channels that could experience 
changes in shallow, subsurface water availability.)   For invasive species in downstream 
portions of the Restoration Area that are already receiving year-round flow (particularly 
those that can survive in a variety of habitats), implementing WY 2010 Interim Flows 
would not cause substantial changes in distribution and abundance. Furthermore, in the 
case of perennial pepperweed, the species can survive, and is already abundant, in a 
variety of habitats in and near downstream portions of the Restoration Area. Text in 
Appendix F of the Final EA/IS was revised to provide clarity. 

CVDCSP-7: It is not anticipated that endangered plant and animal species in the Great 
Valley Grasslands State Park (GVGSP) would be affected by WY 2010 Interim Flows. 
Reclamation is willing to work with the Central Valley District to install groundwater 
monitoring wells on GVGSP land to support the Seepage Monitoring and Management 
Plan (see Appendix D). Appendix D to the Final EA/IS has been revised to provide more 
information on how data collected as part of the plan will be used to support decisions 
relevant to the release of WY 2010 Interim Flows.  
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2.2 California State Parks (Information Request) 
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Response to Comments from the California State Parks (Information 
Request) 

CSPIR-1: A Word document containing the requested figures was provided in an e-mail 
response from Alicia Gasdick (U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation) 
in response to the e-mail from Heather M. Reith.  The figures sent via e-mail  show the 
average monthly Millerton Lake surface water elevations for the No-Action Alternative 
and Proposed Action.  These figures were provided for both wet and normal dry year 
types (see Figures 2-1 and 2-2).  The file sent via e-mail also includes tables showing the 
average monthly Millerton Lake surface water elevations for the No-Action Alternative 
and Proposed Action under both water year types (see Tables 2-2 and 2-3 below).  
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Figure 2-1.  

Averages of Simulated End-of-Month Millerton Lake Elevation in Wet Years  

0.0

200.0

400.0

600.0

O
ct

N
ov D
ec Ja
n

Fe
b

M
ar

A
pr

M
ay Ju
n Ju
l

A
ug Se
p

El
ev
at
io
n 
(f
t 
m
sl
)

No‐Action Alternative Proposed Action

 
Figure 2-2.  

Averages of Simulated End-of-Month Millerton Lake Elevation in Normal Dry Years 
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Table 2-2. 
Monthly Averages of Simulated End-of-Month  

Millerton Lake Elevation (ft msl) - Restoration Year Type – Wet 

Month 

Restoration Year Type - Wet 

No-Action 
Alternative  

(ft msl) 
Proposed Action  

(ft msl) 

Oct 542.0 529.5 

Nov 548.5 532.0 

Dec 554.0 539.0 

Jan 560.5 551.5 

Feb 559.5 552.5 

Mar 553.5 552.5 

Apr 549.5 546.0 

May 557.0 551.5 

Jun 580.5 580.0 

Jul 577.0 576.0 

Aug 557.0 553.5 

Sep 544.0 536.5 
Source: Storage from CALSIM II Modeling (Node S18) & Interpolated based on 
Storage-Elevation Curve 
Note: 
Simulation Period: WY 1922 -2003 
Key: 
WY = Water Year 
msl = Mean Sea Level 
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Table 2-3. 
Monthly Averages of Simulated End-of-Month  

Millerton Lake Elevation (ft msl) - Restoration Year Type – Normal Dry 

Month 

Restoration Year Type - Normal Dry 

No-Action 
Alternative  

(ft msl) 
Proposed Action  

(ft msl) 

Oct 495.5 491.5 

Nov 509.0 498.5 

Dec 525.5 517.0 

Jan 539.0 532.0 

Feb 544.0 538.5 

Mar 557.5 541.0 

Apr 568.5 548.5 

May 569.0 556.5 

Jun 558.5 549.0 

Jul 524.0 517.0 

Aug 490.0 487.0 

Sep 491.5 490.5 
Source: Storage from CALSIM II Modeling (Node S18) & Interpolated based on 
Storage-Elevation Curve 
Note: 
Simulation Period: WY 1922 -2003 
Key: 
WY = Water Year 
msl = Mean Sea Level 
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2.3 California Department of Boating and Waterways 
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Response to Comments from the California Department of Boating and 
Waterways 

DBW-1: The text was revised to clarify that signage to advise boaters of hazardous 
conditions and alternative locations for boating would comply with waterway marker 
requirements contained in Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, Sections 7000 
through 7007, under the authority of the California Department of Boating and 
Waterways. 
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2.4 Central Valley Flood Protection Board 
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Response to Comments from the Central Valley Flood Protection Board 

CVFPB-1: The Proposed Action was developed using best available information at the 
time the Draft Environmental Impact Assessment/Initial Study (EA/IS) was prepared, 
which suggested that flows below 1,300 cubic feet per second (cfs) would not result in 
seepage-related or other impacts to land adjacent to the river. Additional analysis added 
to the Final EA/IS as Attachment 6 to Appendix G, “Cursory Evaluation of Flood Impacts 
from Interim Flows,” supports these findings. Landowner reports, in addition to numerical 
modeling tools, were the primary tools used to determine the flows that are not 
anticipated to cause seepage impacts. Additional operations and maintenance costs 
(including the costs of potential channel vegetation removal) are not an environmental 
impact that should be analyzed under National Environmental Policy Act/California 
Environmental Quality Act (NEPA/CEQA), and are not addressed in the Draft EA/IS; 
these costs will be addressed, as needed, through agreements between the lead agencies 
and the parties responsible for performing maintenance, as described in the Draft EA/IS. 
Reclamation and DWR intend to develop an agreement with the Lower San Joaquin 
Levee District (LSJLD) to address additional operations and maintenance activities as a 
result of WY 2010 Interim Flows. The Draft EA/IS identifies all other known uses of the 
flood control channels, and describes how Water Year (WY) 2010 Interim Flows would 
be assigned priority in relation to these other uses (generally, WY 2010 Interim Flows 
have lower priority than other existing uses). Installation of gaging stations and seepage 
monitoring wells is described in separate environmental compliance documents, as 
appropriate.  

CVFPB-2: The Seepage Monitoring and Management Plan was revised to clarify that the 
frequency in the evaluation of monitoring information would be increased when releases 
from Friant Dam would be expected to result in Interim Flows of 475 cfs or greater in 
Reach 2B. As stated in CVFPB-1, the Proposed Action was developed based upon the 
best available information at the time the Draft EA/IS was prepared. Additional analysis 
added to the Final EA/IS as Attachment 6 to Appendix G, “Cursory Evaluation of Flood 
Impacts from Interim Flows,” supports these findings. Information provided by individual 
landowners and by the San Joaquin River Resource Management Coalition as comments 
to the Draft EA/IS state that flows between 475 and 1,300 cfs also could result in 
seepage, flooding, and related impacts in some portions of the Restoration Area. The 
Project Description has been revised to account for this new information. Under the 
revised Project Description, flows will begin below 475 cfs, and will be gradually and 
incrementally increased. Monitoring will be implemented concurrent with the release of 
Interim Flows to provide additional information about system responses to flows. See 
Section 2.0 of the Final EA/IS for a complete description of the Proposed Action, as 
revised.  
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CVFPB-3: All WY 2010 Interim Flow releases will be limited by downstream channel 
capacities of the river or bypasses.  See Table 2-4 of the Draft EA/IS, which compares 
maximum flows under the Proposed Action to the estimated existing channel capacities 
of all reaches in the Restoration Area. In all cases, the estimated existing channel capacity 
is equal to or lower than the design capacity, and flows under the Proposed Action are 
less than the estimated and design channel capacities.  
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2.5 San Joaquin River Conservancy 

 

 

SJRC-1 
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SJRC-2 



 Chapter 2.0 
 State Agency Comments 

Appendix I Final 
Responses to Comments 2-27 September 2009 

 

 

 

 

SJRC-3 



San Joaquin River Restoration Program 

Final Appendix I  
2-28 September 2009 Responses to Comments 

 

 

 

 

SJRC-4 

SJRC-5 

SJRC-6 

SJRC-7 
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Response to Comments from the SJR Conservancy 

SJRC-1: The text was revised in Section 2.0 of the Final Environmental 
Assessment/Initial Study (EA/IS) to clarify that outreach will target both English-
speaking and non-English-speaking residents.  Additional measures, such as roving 
contacts and other methods that agencies may suggest, will be used to target audiences 
that may not be reached by other means, such as young adults and those recreating on the 
river in undeveloped areas.            

The text was also revised in Section 2.0 of the EA/IS with insertion of "City of Fresno 
Parks, After School, Recreation, and Community Services Department" following 
"Fresno County" in the second sentence of the third paragraph of the Recreation Outreach 
Program section. Lastly, the text was revised in Section 2.0 of the Final EA/IS to clarify 
that outreach would also extend to emergency response and law enforcement agencies to 
help continue protection of public safety in response to new hazards and new recreation 
use patterns that could result from the Proposed Action. 

SJRC-2: The third paragraph of page 4-99 of the Draft EA/IS was revised in the Final 
EA/IS to clarify that outreach would also extend to emergency response and law 
enforcement agencies to help continue protection of public safety in response to new 
hazards and new recreation use patterns that could result from the Proposed Action.   

SJRC-3: Appendix F of the Final EA/IS was revised to state that earth-moving 
equipment would not be used, but that mechanical removal of invasive plants may cause 
localized disturbance of the upper 4 to 8 inches of soil. Other text was revised, as 
necessary, to be consistent with the revised Appendix F of the Final EA/IS. Additional 
revisions were added to clarify that ground-disturbing activities (with hand tools) to 
control the spread of invasive species have only very limited potential to adversely affect 
cultural resources. Nonetheless, the Section 106 process will be completed for all areas 
identified as needing substantial ground-clearing activities for invasive species control. 
Because the vegetation removal activities associated with the Proposed Action would 
only disturb between 4 and 8 inches of the top soil surface, and no earth-moving 
equipment would be used, there would be no impact on unique paleontological resources 
with implementation of the Proposed Action. Implementing the Proposed Action would 
not involve any grading or earth-moving activities. 

SJRC-4: The map was revised as suggested in the comment.  As a reference to guide 
these revisions, a California Department of Fish and Game (DFG) map was used that is 
available online at http://www.dfg.ca.gov/lands/er/region4/docs/SanJoaquinRiverER.pdf 

SJRC-5: The text was revised to include a new revised map. See response to comment 
SJRC-4. 
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SJRC-6: The text was revised to clarify the San Joaquin River Conservancy (SJRC) 
owns and manages 2,541 acres in total, much of which is managed for conservation and 
future low-impact recreation.  In addition, on land owned by SJRC, Islewood Golf 
Course in operated by a private entity.  In addition to the properties listed in the table as 
providing recreation opportunities, DFG also owns and operates the San Joaquin 
Hatchery, below Friant Dam, where the public can view and feed trout in the hatchery 
raceways. 

SJRC-7: The text was revised as suggested by the comment.   
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2.6 State Water Resources Control Board (A) 
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Response to Comments from State Water Resources Control Board (A) 

SWRCB(A)-1: Comment noted. No revisions to the Draft Environmental 
Assessment/Initial Study (EA/IS)text were necessary in response to this comment; 
therefore, the EA/IS text was not modified. 

SWRCB(A)-2: Reclamation continues to work closely with the State Water Resources 
Control Board (SWRCB) to facilitate review of petitions for temporary  transfer of water. 
Completion of the EA/IS is intended to support this review. No revisions to the Draft 
EA/IS text were necessary in response to this comment; therefore, the EA/IS text was not 
modified. 

SWRCB(A)-3: Comment noted. No revisions to the Draft EA/IS text were necessary in 
response to this comment; therefore, the EA/IS text was not modified. 

SWRCB(A)-4: Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta diversions would be consistent with all 
Biological Opinions (BO) in place at the time of pumping, as described in Section 2.0 of 
the Draft EA/IS. No revisions to the Draft EA/IS text were necessary in response to this 
comment; therefore, the EA/IS text was not modified. 

SWRCB(A)-5: See response to RMC-10 (Chapter 4) comment regarding changes to the 
Seepage and Flow Monitoring and Management Plans.  

SWRCB(A)-6: The text was revised to clarify that resulting flows in each reach may be 
different (higher or lower) than the estimated maximums. 

As stated in Section 2.0 of the Draft EA/IS, recirculation would be subject to available 
capacity within Central Valley Project/State Water Project (CVP/SWP) storage and 
conveyance facilities. Recaptured water would be subject to agreements required to 
implement actions. 

SWRCB(A)-7: The text was revised to provide clarity. 

SWRCB(A)-8: Comment noted. As stated in Section 2.0 of the Draft EA/IS, flows would 
be monitored at locations identified in Appendix A to provide additional information 
about system responses to flows. No revisions to the Draft EA/IS text were necessary in 
response to this comment; therefore, the EA/IS text was not modified. 

SWRCB(A)-9: The text was revised as suggested and native entry for striped bass 
removed. 

SWRCB(A)-10: Criteria used for evaluating the significance of a potential impact of the 
Proposed Action are given on pages 4-1 and 4-2 and in the table on pages 4-36 and 4-37 
of the Draft EA/IS.  The use of specific, quantitative thresholds of significance was 
considered inappropriate because it would suggest a higher level of precision than is 
available from the modeling results. The 74 percent increase in reverse flows for 
February of dry years cited in the comment is the average February No-Action to 
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Proposed Action increase for the 19 dry years in the hydrologic record, and results from a 
change for February 1949 from -395 to -5,606 cubic feet per second (cfs), a 1,320 percent 
increase in reverse flow.  The second highest percent increase among the 19 years was 13 
percent.  The change for February 1949 likely resulted from a modeling artifact and does 
not accurately represent expected changes.  Removing the 1949 result gave a mean 
percent increase of 1 percent for February of dry years.  Text has been revised in the 
Final EA/IS to discuss the outlier. 

SWRCB(A)-11: The text was revised as suggested to include support for the impact 
conclusion. 

SWRCB(A)-12: Modeling results, including Table 4-19 of the Draft EA/IS, do not 
include the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) 2009 CVP/SWP Operations BO, 
or the recent salmon BOs.  Appendix G of the Final EA/IS has been modified to clarify 
that the modeling results did not evaluate the NMFS 2009 CVP/SWP Operations BO. 

SWRCB(A)-13: See response to comment RMC-10 in Chapter 4. The text was revised in 
Appendix D of the Final EA/IS to provide clarity regarding monitoring during the Water 
Year (WY) 2010 Interim Flows project. The Monitoring Plan for Physical Parameters, 
available at http://restoresjr.net, includes details on site selection methodology, 
groundwater level measurement methodology, monitoring data quality assurance/quality 
control, and proposed groundwater monitoring well locations. 

SWRCB(A)-14: No channel modifications are identified as part of the Proposed Action. 
No revisions to the Draft EA/IS text were necessary in response to this comment; 
therefore, the EA/IS text was not modified. 

SWRCB(A)-15: General well locations shown in the Draft EA/IS will be finalized based 
on site access conditions and with input provided by landowners.  Seepage management 
measures are described in Appendix D of the Draft EA/IS.  The criteria for application of 
the measures described in Appendix D of the Draft EA/IS will be developed after wells 
are installed.  

SWRCB(A)-16: See response to comment SRWCB-15. The purpose and need of the 
Proposed Action includes releasing WY 2010 Interim Flows to support data collection, 
including information to further assess the hydraulic conditions such as vertical and 
horizontal groundwater gradients, seasonal fluctuations in groundwater levels and 
associated groundwater quality, and hydrostratigraphy of the monitored areas. Appendix 
D of the Final EA/IS focuses on monitoring and management of conditions in real time 
that could lead to seepage. Although informative, the Seepage Monitoring and 
Management Plan is not intended to provide comprehensive documentation of all existing 
and historical well information.  
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2.7 State Water Resources Control Board (B) 
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Response to Comments from State Water Resources Control Board (B) 

SWRCB(B)-1: A 14-day extension of the public review period was provided. 
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